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§102 and §103 Rejections 

In the Office Action, claims 1-2, 8, 15, 18, 24-28, 31-32 and 35 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,580,422 to Reilly (hereinafter "Reilly"). Claims 
9, 1 1-12, 14, 16-17, 34 and 36 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reilly in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,880,732 to Tryding (hereinafter "Tryding"). Claims 5-7, 29 and 
33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as unpatentable over Reilly in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,453,160 to Thomas et al. (hereinafter "Thomas"). Claim 21 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as unpatentable over Reilly in view of Tryding, and further in view of Thomas. The Applicants 
traverse these rejections. 

Independent claims 1, 28, and 35 recite a telecommunication system/method/mobile 
terminal in which a mobile terminal is capable of receiving graphical information in a first format 
and graphical information in a second format. Reilly does not teach or suggest such a mobile 
terminal. In particular, Reilly discloses a portable computing device (PCD) which transmits 
graphics primitives over a wireless data link. These graphics primitives are in one format. A data 
link receiver receives the graphics primitives and conveys those graphics primitives to a remote 
display. None of the three components in Reilly (the portable computing device, the data link 
receiver, or the remote display) is capable of receiving graphical information in a first format and in 
a second format. Only one format of graphical information is conveyed from the portable 
computing device to the data link receiver. Only one format of graphical information is conveyed 
from the data link receiver to the remote display. None of these elements receives graphical 
information in two different formats, as recited in the present claims. 

Moreover, Reilly does not teach or suggest a means for splitting a data structure 
containing graphical information in the first format and graphical information in the second format. 
The Office Action asserts that the video routine of the PCD that formats and send the graphics 
primitives to the data link transmitter is the means for splitting. This, however, is not the case. In 
particular, the PCD does not receive graphical information in a first and second formats, so there is 
nothing to split. Moreover, the splitting means acts to split an existing data structure (with graphical 
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information in first and second formats) into data structures which only include one data format. 
The video routine of the PCD does not act in this manner because it does not act on a data structure 
that includes graphical information in first and second formats. 

In other words, in Reilly the PCD 101 does not include a receiver that receives the 
recited first data and second data and, because the PCD does not receive the recited first data and 
second data, it does not include a splitting means. The Data Link Receiver 105 and Remote Display 
107 of Reilly receive data in only one format (graphics primitives), so these components does not 
include the recited receiver or the splitting means. 

None of the other cited references address these deficiencies of Reilly. Therefore, the 
cited references doe not teach or suggest every element of the claims. Accordingly, the Applicant 
respectfully submits that independent claims 1, 28, and 35, as well as claims 2, 5-9, 1 1, 12, 14-18, 
21, 24-27, 29, 31-34, and 36 which depend therefrom, are patentable over the cited references. The 
Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejections of these claims. 

Dependent claims 2, 5-9, 1 1, 12, 14-18, 21, 24-27, 29, 31-34, and 36 include additional 
patentable features. For example, claim 8 recites a means for informing said mobile terminal of a 
display capability of the display device. The Office Action asserts that the PCD inherently knows 
the display capability of the external display device. This is not an inherent feature of the PCD. 
The PCD need not know what the display capability of the external device is. For example, the 
PCD can be configured to send out the data and the user can be required to select a display or data 
link receiver that is capable of using that data. Or, the data link receiver can be configured to 
convert the data to the appropriate format for the external device. In each of these cases, there is no 
means for informing the mobile terminal of the display capability of the display device. 
Accordingly, the PCD in these cases does not inherently know the display capability of the display 
device. In fact, the PCD may be ignorant of the display capability of the display device. Thus, the 
disclosure of the cited references does not rise to the level of inherency required to reject this claim. 
"The fact that a certain result or characteristic may occur or be present in the prior art is not 
sufficient to establish the inherency of that result or characteristic." M.P.E.P. §2112. "[T]he 
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allegedly inherent characteristic necessarily flows from the teachings of the applied prior art." 
M.P.E.P. §2112. 

With respect to claim 14, none of the references teach or suggest a mobile terminal that 
is incapable of displaying the graphical information in the second format (which can be displayed 
on the external display.) In particular, Reilly teaches conveying graphical information from the 
PCD to the remote display, but there is no teaching or suggestion that this graphical information is 
in a format that can not be displayed by the PCD. Moreover, in Tryding, the graphical information 
provided to the external display is in the same format as that provided to the mobile phone display. 

With respect to claim 18, the Applicant is confused because the claim is rejected but also 
indicated as allowable. The Applicant submits that none of the references teach a means for 
dividing the screen of the display device into different portions that can be separately controlled. 

For at least these additional reasons, these claims are patentable over the cited 
references. The Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejections of these claims. 



In view of the above, each of the presently pending claims in this application is believed 
to be in immediate condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
pass this application to issue. 



Dated: February 4, 2005 



Respectfully submitted, 




Bruce E. Black 
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